that for regular stress assignment (i.e. stress assignment based on syllable weight) the first encoding is the most successful. Encodings 2 and 3 only come into their own with respect to lexical exceptions. The authors fail to distinguish two very different operations: (1) the assignment of stress based on phonological structure and (2) the identification of lexical exceptions. While segmental content is irrelevant for the first task, it is essential for the second. It is clear that segmental material is required for the assignment of arbitrary marks ([-ex], LF, etc.) because we must know to which lexical items these diacritical marks are assigned. What emerges from the discussion is that the irrelevance of segmental material to stress assignment is supported by the current study. Indeed, there are many examples of stress systems where 100% of the lexical items belong to the "R" (regular) class. I know of no stress systems that are entirely based on patterns requiring "phonemic" information.
In conclusion, the restricted nature of the model deprives the theoretical claims of much of their relevance. Failure to distinguish stress assignment based on constituent structure vs. stress assignment as a property of certain lexical items attenuates the authors' claims about the relevance of the encoding methods. I believe we can remain secure in the belief that segmental material is irrelevant to stress assignment.
